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DETAILED ACTION 
Double Patenting 

1. Applicant is advised that should claims 7 5 25 , 43 and 61 be found allowable, claims 18, 
36, 54 and 72 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. 
When two claims in an application are duplicates or else. are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 
to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 

§ 706.03(k). 

Appropriate corrections are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an - 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-8,. 12-15, 17-26, 30-33, 35-44, 48-51, 53-62, 66-69, and 71-73 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Chew et al. ("Chew", US 2004/0001 105). 

As per claim 1, Chew teaches a user interface system, said system comprising a plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, wherein said physical equivalents are arranged 
symmetrically (FigA, physical buttons 404, 418, 406), and wherein said physical equivalents 
map to a corresponding plurality of logical buttons that are asymmetrical (Fig.4, logical buttons 
410). 
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As per claim 2, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein a subset of the logical 
buttons and their physical equivalents are arranged on a horizontal axis (horizontally) (Fig.4, 
buttons 404, 418, and right/left arrows 406) and a subset of the logical buttons and their physical 
equivalents are arranged on a vertical axis (vertically) (Fig.4 5 up/down arrows 406 and vertical 
"Other" buttons). 

As per claim 3, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein: said physical 
equivalents arranged horizontally correspond to logical buttons for horizontal movement (Fig. 4, 
right/left arrows 406); and wherein said physical equivalents arranged vertically do not 
correspond to logical buttons for vertical movement (Fig.4, vertical "Other" buttons are not for 
movement; para.0040). 

As per claim 4, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein: said physical 
equivalents arranged vertically correspond to logical buttons for vertical movement (Fig. 4, 
up/down arrows 406); and said physical equivalents arranged horizontally do not correspond to 
logical buttons for horizontal movement (Fig.4, buttons 404 and 418 are not for movement). 

As per claim 5, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a four-button 
diamond arrangement (Fig.4, buttons 406). 

As per claim 6, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise an eight- 
button compass arrangement (Fig.4, buttons 406; para.0045). 
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As per claim 7, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a D-Pad 
(Fig.4, D-pad406). 

As per claim 8, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise at least two 
pairs of physical buttons (Fig.4, buttons 406 comprise of two pairs). 

As per claim 12, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise two 
buttons (Fig.4, buttons 404 and 418) and a dogbone (para.0033; Fig.4, dogbone 406). 

As per claim 13, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a 
rocking dogbone (para.0033; Fig.4, rocking dogbone 406). 

As per claim 14, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a 
super dogbone (para.0033; Fig.4, super dogbone 406). 

As per claim 15, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a 
plurality of discrete button pairs (Fig.4, pairs 404 & 418, 406, and vertical "Other" button pair). 

As per claim 17, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a 
touchpad (para.0033, lines 11-13). 

Claim 18 is similar in scope to claim 7, and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
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Claims 19-26, 37-44, and 55-62 are individually similar in scope to claims 1-8 
respectively, and are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 30-33, 48-51 and 66-69 are individually similar in scope to claims 12-15 
respectively, and are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 35-36, 53-54 and 71-72 are individually similar in scope to claims 17-18 
respectively, and are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 73 is similar in scope to claim 1, and is therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 9-11, 27-29, 45-47 and 63-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chew et al. ("Chew", US 2004/0001 105) in view of McLoone et al. 
("McLoone", US 6,556,150). 

As per claim 9, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the plurality 
of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise of buttons. 
However, Chew does not teach the physical equivalents to comprise of a wheel. McLoone 
teaches a system comprising a plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents to 
comprise of a wheel (McLoone, Fig. 4, buttons 28 and 30, wheel 34). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include McLoone's 
teaching with Chew's system as an alternative means of manipulating data on a display. 
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As per claim 10, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise of 
buttons. However, Chew does not teach the physical equivalents to comprise of a rocking wheel. 
McLoone teaches a system comprising a plurality of logical buttons and their physical 
equivalents to comprise of a rocking wheel (McLoone, col.4, lines 43-48; Fig.4). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include McLoone' s 
teaching with Chew's system as an alternative means of manipulating data on a display. 

As per claim 11, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise of 
buttons. However, Chew does not teach the physical equivalents to comprise of a super wheel. 
McLoone teaches a system comprising a plurality of logical buttons and their physical 
equivalents to comprise of a super wheel (McLoone, Fig.4). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include McLoone's teaching with 
Chew's system as an alternative means of manipulating data on a display. 

Claims 27-29, 45-47 and 63-65 are individually similar in scope to claims 9-1 1 
respectively, and are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

6. Claims 16, 34, 52 and 70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. i 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chew et al. ("Chew", US 2004/0001 105) in view of Chu (US 6,703,550). 

As per claim 16, Chew teaches the user interface system wherein, in regard to the 
plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents, the physical equivalents comprise a 
button pad. However, Chew does not teach the physical equivalents to comprise of a joystick. 
Chu teaches a system comprising a plurality of logical buttons and their physical equivalents to 
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be a joystick (Chu, Fig.4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to include Chu's teaching with Chew's system as an alternative means of 
manipulating data on a display. 

Claims 34, 52, and 70 are similar in scope to claim 16, and are therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 



7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sajeda Muhebbullah whose telephone number is (571) 272-4065. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday/Thursday and alt. Mondays from 8:30 am to 
5:00 pm (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid, can be reached on (571) 272-4063. 

The central fax number for the organization where correspondence for this application or 
proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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